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Abstract 
The increasing number of incarcerated women in the United States has created the 
necessity to better understand the needs of this population, so that successful correctional 
programs can be implemented. Programs that address these needs and are aimed at 
increasing relevant skills have been linked with program effectiveness. However, 
increasing skills alone is not enough. If these women leave prison without the necessary 
self-efficacy, it is likely that they will not attempt to perform these skills after release . 
The objective of this research was to develop a self-report questionnaire to measure self-
efficacy in this population. The Self-Efficacy for Incarcerated Women (SIW) Scale 
yielded five coherent factors, representing different domains of self-efficacy: vocational, 
substance abuse treatment, relationship, release issues, and parenting . Ultimately, this 
scale could be used as one form of assessment for targeted intervention programs offered 
to female prisoners. 
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Assessing Self-Efficacy among Incarcerated Women: 
Scale Development and Psychometric Properties 
There has been a dramatic increase in the number of women imprisoned in the 
United States in the past two decades (Chesney-Lind, 1997; Phillips & Harm, 1998; 
Maeve, 1998). In fact, the rate of growth for female inmates has exceeded that of male 
inmates every year since 1981 (Singer, Bussey, Song, & Lunghofer, 1995). Furthermore, 
from a rehabilitative standpoint, the current system of incarceration does not appear to be 
effective. In a study conducted with two hundred incarcerated women, Singer et al. 
(1995) found that the average number of previous incarcerations for this population was 
3.9. Simply locking these women up and hoping that they will learn their lesson does not 
appear to be the answer. 
Treatment Needs 
The soaring numbers of female inmates, along with their high recidivism rate, 
create the necessity to better understand the needs of this population so successful 
correctional programs can be implemented. However, women in prison represent a 
neglected population about which little is known (Coll, Miller, Fields, & Matthews, 1998; 
Phillips & Harm, 1998; Gray, Mays, & Stohr, 1995; Singer et al. 1995). There is 
currently very little information about what types of interventions are successful with 
female inmates (Koons, Burrow, Marash, & Bynum, 1997). The limited amount of 
attention given to the needs of these women is generally assumed to be a function of the 
fact that, despite their rapidly increasing numbers, women still constitute only a small 
fraction (5.7 %) of the total prison population (Phillips & Harm, 1998; Koons et al., 
1997). For the most part, the facilities and services offered to female inmates are 
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primarily based upon research and experience with male inmates (Coll et al., 1998; 
Phillips & Harm; 1998; Patterson, 1995). Programs available to this population have 
been "cloned from programs implemented for male offenders and provided to women 
offenders without consideration as to whether they were appropriate" (Koons et al., 1997, 
p. 517). There are undoubtedly program elements that need to be matched to offender 
characteristics unrelated to gender (Koons et al., 1997), such as structure or opportunity 
to practice learned social skills (Andrews, Bonta, & Hoge, 1990). However, there are 
needs that are unique to females which have important implications for the design of 
successful interventions with this population . 
For example, women in prison have more serious problems with substance abuse 
than men do (Sheridan, 1996; Chesney-Lind, 1997; Prendergast, Wellisch, & Falkin, 
1995). Miller (1984) found that female inmates were more likely than males to have used 
hard drugs and to have reported using drugs daily. Women were also more likely to have 
been under the influence of drugs when they committed the crime for which they are 
imprisoned, and more likely to have committed that crime to support their drug habit 
(Chesney-Lind, 1997; Prendergast et al. , 1995). Female inmates are also more likely than 
males to be infected with HIV (Chesney-Lind, 1997), and to have suicidal thoughts (Coll 
et al., 1998). Their educational attainments, job skills, and work histories are lower than 
those of their male counterparts (Coll et al., 1998). In a study involving 566 female 
inmates from five exclusively women's jails, Gray et al. (1995) found that only 50% of 
those inmates had completed high school or had begun college. Furthermore, although 
57% reported that they were supporting others at the time of their arrest, only 35% were 
employed. Family histories are also different: women are more likely to have been 
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victims of sexual abuse as children (Sheridan, 1996; Snell & Morton, 1994), and this 
gender difference in abuse continues into adulthood, when more women than men report 
being victims of sexual, physical and emotional abuse (Snell & Morton, 1994). In 
addition to these demographic differences, women are often faced with the additional 
burden of parenting. Snell and Morton (1994) found that two thirds of incarcerated 
women had at least one child under the age of eighteen, and many women in prison are 
pregnant (Koons et al., 1997). Care and placement of children tends to be a more salient 
issue for women than for men, since a higher percentage of women are primary 
caregivers (Coll et al., 1998). In addition, many women feel guilt about being absent 
from their children's lives and worry that they will no longer have custody of their 
children when they are released (Bloom & Steinhart, 1993). 
Rather than simply applying programs that were designed for male inmates, these 
differences suggest the importance of taking the unique needs of female inmates into 
account when designing interventions for them. There is an increasing effort among 
researchers and scholars to understand and document these needs, and to discover what 
characteristics make a program effective (Prendergast et al., 1995; Coll et al., 1998; 
Simon, 1991; Gray et al., 1995; Owen & Bloom, 1995; Singer et al., 1995; Sheridan, 
1996; Koons et al., 1997; Chesney-Lind, 1997). 
. In one of these studies, Austin, Bloom, and Donahue (1992) found that the most 
promising programs for female inmates are those that address specific women's needs 
(e.g., parenting, substance abuse, relationships, domestic violence) and those which are 
aimed at building skills. Koons et al. (1997) also found that the development of specific 
skills was considered, by both corrections experts and program participants, to be linked 
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with effective programs. It is clear why this skill development is crucial for the success 
of these programs. When women are released from prison, they simply return to the same 
conditions that they faced before they were sentenced; without the necessary skills, it is 
not surprising that they often resort to the same survival tactics that resulted in their 
initial incarceration. Teaching these women relevant skills before they are released, 
therefore, is of utmost importance. 
Importance of Self-Efficacy 
However, simply having the skills is not enough- it is also important that these 
women have confidence that they are capable of performing these skills. As Bandura 
(1997) explains, "having knowledge and skills does not produce high attainments if 
people lack the self-assurance to use them well" (p. 80). This belief in one's own ability 
to perform an action is what Bandura (1977) labeled self-efficacy. 
According to self-efficacy theory, people's beliefs about their ability to perform a 
behavior are directly related to the likelihood that they will attempt that behavior. People 
avoid activities that they believe exceed their coping capabilities, while they tend to 
undertake those that they judge themselves capable of handling (Bandura, 1977). In 
addition, perceptions of self-efficacy determine how long people will continue to attempt 
a task in the face of difficulty or adversity. When those with high self-efficacy are faced 
with obstacles, they tend to exert even greater effort. On the other hand, those with low 
self-efficacy are more likely to give up their attempt altogether (Bandura, 1982). 
It is well documented that incarcerated women are faced with a variety of 
challenges when they re-enter the community, such as poverty, unemployment, lack of 
education and housing, drug and alcohol addictions, abusive partners, and young children 
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to care for. Even if these women learn the skills necessary to face these adversities 
successfully, if they leave prison without the confidence to perform these skills, it is quite 
likely that they will not attempt them at all. Unless people believe that their actions can 
produce desired effects, they have little incentive to act (Bandura, 1997). Therefore, it is 
crucial that these treatment programs increase self-efficacy as well as teach skills. 
The objective of this study was to develop a self-report questionnaire that can be 
used to measure self-efficacy among this population. This questionnaire has the potential 
to eventually be used as one measure of effectiveness for targeted intervention programs. 
Items for this purpose were developed as part of a federally funded project 
evaluating the Discharge Planning Program of women's medium and minimum-security 
facilities in Rhode Island. This secondary analysis examined the psychometric properties 
of the previously developed items, with the expectation that the women's self-report 
ratings would yield coherent, interpretable factors that would be correlated with one 
another. It was hypothesized that these factors would be consistent with the several 
content domains tapped in item construction: vocation/ education, substance abuse, 
parenting, relationship issues, and release issues. 
The factor structure that emerged from the exploratory analyses was evaluated 
and compared with alternative models that represented different conceptualizations of the 
factor structure. The models tested were: 
1. One Factor Model: This model proposes the existence of a single, general self-
efficacy factor underlying all of the items. 
2 . Correlated Model: This model uses the factors suggested by the exploratory analyses; 
it allows for relationships between the self-efficacy sub-scales. 
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3. Uncorrelated Model: This model also uses the factors suggested from the exploratory 
analyses, but proposes that these factors are independent of one another. 
It was also hypothesized that these factor-based sub-scales would be related to 
other measures available in the data set dealing with perceived stress, alcohol and drug 
use, partner experiences, and various background variables (relationship status, 
whereabouts of children, education and job history , criminal history, age of first arrest, 
and length of current sentence). 
Perceived stress was hypothesized to have a negative correlation with self-
efficacy. According to Bandura (1997), stress reactions are governed largely by beliefs 
of efficacy (p. 262). It is not the objective properties of environmental threats and 
demands that trigger stress reactions; rather, it is a low sense of efficacy to exercise 
control over these threats and demands that leads to the experience of stress (Bandura, 
1997). When we feel we can effectively deal with environmental stressors, they do not 
upset us, and therefore we do not experience them as stressful. However, we will 
experience stress when we feel that our coping capabilities are being overwhelmed. 
Therefore, the women who report high levels of stress for a certain content domain will 
likely also report that they are not confident of their abilities in that same domain. For 
example, women who report high levels of stress regarding parenting will probably report 
low levels of self-efficacy for parenting as well. 
It was assumed that previous alcohol and drug use would have a negative 
correlation with any self-efficacy factor(s) concerning substance use. The most 
influential source of perceived efficacy is enactive mastery experience; personal 
experiences of success builds a robust belief in one's efficacy, while failures undermine 
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one's feelings of efficacy (Bandura, 1997). Women who report high levels of drug or 
alcohol use have likely experienced failure at trying to overcome a substance abuse 
problem, and this failure would then undermine their confidence in overcoming this 
problem in the future. 
Partner experiences were also believed to be related to self-efficacy. High levels 
of physical or emotional abuse from a primary partner were hypothesized to have a 
negative correlation with any self-efficacy factor(s) regarding relationship issues. If your 
primary relationship is marked by physical or emotional abuse, it is likely that you will 
experience this relationship as a failure, which will undermine your belief that you 
possess the skills necessary to have a successful relationship. 
Several Background variables were also hypothesized to be related to self-
efficacy. Women who had previously trained for a specific job or kind of work, women 
who had held a steady job prior to incarceration, and women who had gone to school for 
a long period of time were all expected to have higher self-efficacy regarding issues of 
vocational success. The job, training, and education would likely offer opportunities for 
enactive mastery experience, which would lead to increased self-efficacy. Women who 
had a husband or a steady partner were expected to have higher self-efficacy regarding 
issues of relationship success. The maintenance of a steady relationship would likely be 
experienced as one form of relationship success; therefore, the women who had attained 
this would be more likely to feel confident in this domain. Womenwho had been in 
prison previously were expected to believe that they do not have the skills necessary to 
stay out of prison. These women have had more experiences of failure in remaining out 
of prison than the women who are in prison for the first time. Both the age of first arrest 
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and the length of the current sentence were also expected to be correlated with self-
efficacy regarding remaining out of prison. Women who begin committing crimes at a 
young age and women who commit more serious crimes were expected to lack the 
confidence that they can refrain from committing crime in the future. 
Finally, women whose children had lived with them in the month prior to their 
arrest were expected to feel confident that they could take care of their children. While 
there are undoubtedly several factors that could cause children to be living with someone 
else, it is likely that one of the reasons is that the woman was having difficulty caring for 
them. 
Method 
Participants 
Subjects were 120 females who were incarcerated in the minimum and medium security 
women's prison in Rhode Island. The longitudinal design of the original study required 
that subjects be selected on the basis of their release date. Initially, only women who 
would be released by the third phase of that study were given the questionnaires. 
Volunteers who would not be released by that time were eventually included, but were 
informed that they would not be involved in all phases of the study. 
Demographic characteristics of this sample are consistent with other descriptive 
findings regarding incarcerated women. Most (50.8%) were 25-35 years old, with 34.2% 
older than that and 15.0% younger. The majority (61.7%) reported white as their race, 
followed by Hispanic-American (17.5%), African-American (15.0%), and Native 
American (2.5% ). Ninety-two percent reported English as their primary language; the 
remaining eight percent reported Spanish. About half (56%) had graduated from high 
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school, and 56. 7% did not have a job at the time of their arrest. The vast majority of 
these women (80.8%) were mothers, and of these women, 40% were living with their 
children before their arrest. 
Procedures 
Self-report questionnaires were administered by researchers (advanced 
undergraduates, graduate students, and faculty) within the residential areas of prison 
buildings in small group sessions, including interviews with each respondent. On 
average, these questionnaires took approximately one hour to complete . To account for 
the low literacy of some of the respondents, every woman had the option of being read 
the questionnaire (in English or Spanish) by the researcher. 
Measures 
Self-efficacy for Incarcerated Women (SIW). The scale that was investigated 
here was included as part of a packet of self-report questionnaires. Participants were 
asked to fill out these questionnaires at three time points: shortly after entering the prison, 
immediately before release, and three months after release. This research analyzed data 
from both the first and second phases of the study. 
All of the 50 items on this self-efficacy questionnaire start with the question 
"How sure are you that you can ... ". Participants had five responses available: extremely 
sure, very sure, medium sure, not very sure, and not at all sure. 
Since self-efficacy is conceptualized as a multifaceted phenomenon , rather than a 
global disposition (Bandura, 1997), the questionnaire covered various domains of skills . 
The skills that were included were generated from various sources . First, an in-depth 
review of the existing literature was conducted . Second, female inmates were asked for 
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their opinions during several small focus groups. The last source of items was interviews 
with the Discharge Planning Committee at the prison. These staff members used a 
Discharge Plan Form that provided important information about relevant content 
domains. According to Bandura (1997), "in developing efficacy scales, researchers must 
draw on ... expert knowledge of what it takes to succeed in a given pursuit", (p. 43) . It 
was assumed that the Discharge Planning Committee would offer this expert knowledge. 
The generated items then went through a review stage, during which all of the members 
of the larger research project had a chance to revise them. The scale, as administered, is 
provided in Appendix A. 
Background. There were a number of demographic and life history questions in 
the instrument battery . The questions relevant to this study were regarding children, 
previous incarcerations, age of first arrest, length of current sentence, education and job 
training history, and partner status. These questions are provided in Appendix B. 
Stress. The Stress scale that was included in the instrument battery was designed 
to measure the level of perceived stress prior to arrest. Subjects were asked to rate how 
often they were worried about each of the 24 items in the month prior to their arrest. The 
items reflected a range of domains that could potentially cause stress. This scale was 
adapted from Cohen's (1983) Perceived Stress Scale, which was designed to measure 
stress as a unidimensional construct. Preliminary analyses suggest that this version is 
measuring six domains of stress: Parenting, Housing/ Basic Needs, Personal , 
Education/Vocation, Relationship Issues, and Health/ Safety. 
The Stress Scale, along with factor loadings from the preliminary principal 
components analysis, is provided in Appendix C. 
Alcohol and Drug Use. The Alcohol and Drug Use Scale that was included in the 
instrument battery was designed to explore the substance abuse history of these women. 
Participants were asked about both their current (one month prior to arrest) and past 
frequency of alcohol and drug use. This scale was adapted from the substance abuse 
measure used by Harlow, Newcomb, and Bentler (1986), that was considered to have one 
latent factor. Preliminary analyses indicate that this version has three factors, Alcohol 
Use, Drug Use, and Teenage Substance Use. 
The Alcohol and Drug Use Scale, along with the factor loadings from its 
preliminary principal components analysis, is provided in Appendix D. 
Current or Recent Partner Experiences. The Current or Recent Partner 
Experiences Scale was included in the instrument battery to investigate the nature of the 
relationships that these women have with their primary partners. Subjects were asked to 
rate the frequency of various types of emotional, physical, or sexual abuse that they may 
have experienced from this partner. This scale was adapted from Straus' (1979) Conflict 
Tactics Scale, which has four factors: reasoning, verbal aggression, violence, and 
"serious/lethal" violence. None of the reasoning items were included in this version, and 
several additional items were added. Preliminary analyses indicate that this adapted 
version has two factors: Physical/Severe Abuse and Psychological/Emotional Abuse. 
The Current or Recent Partner Experiences Scale, with factor loadings from its 
preliminary principal components analysis, is provided in Appendix E. 
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Results 
The SIW Scale was developed using three stages: exploratory analyses, 
confirmatory analyses, and construct validation. 
Exploratory Analyses. The SIW Scale data collected during the first phase of the 
study was entered into SPSS for analysis. An exploratory principal components analysis 
(PCA) was conducted on the matrix of item intercorrelations generated from this data 
using pair-wise deletion (N = 120). Since it was hypothesized here that the factors would 
be correlated, an oblique (Promax) rotation was then used to simplify interpretation. 
Items which did not load highly (above .50) on any factor, items which did not 
conceptually fit with the factor it loaded on, and complex items were deleted, which 
resulted in a 24-item scale. Five components were retained as a result of a PCA 
conducted on these 24 items. Only these five components had eigenvalues greater than 
1.0, and the Scree Procedure (Cattell, 1966) indicated this solution as well. Together, 
these factors explained 69% of the total variance. Table 1 presents each variable along 
with its loading on the appropriate factor. Factor one, which accounted for 39.6% of the 
total variance, represents vocational self-efficacy. Its internal consistency, as measured 
by Chronbach's coefficient alpha (Chronbach, 1951), was .89. Factor two accounted for 
10.1 % of the total variance and had an internal consistency of .87. It appears to be 
measuring self-efficacy for substance abuse treatment. Factor three accounted for 8.3% 
of the variance and had an internal consistency of .84. This component seems to be 
measuring relationship self-efficacy. Factor four represents self-efficacy for coping with 
release issues. It accounted for 5.9% of the variance and had an internal consistency of 
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.85. The fifth factor had an internal consistency of .86, accounted for 5.1 % of the 
variance, and appears to be measuring parenting self-efficacy. 
All of the self-efficacy components were correlated with one another. Table 2 
shows these factor intercorrelations. 
Confirmatory Analyses 
The SIW Scale data collected during the second phase of the study were entered 
into the EQS (Bentler, 1989) computer program for analysis. Maximum likelihood 
confirmatory factor analyses was conducted on these data to determine the plausibility of 
the factor structure suggested by the exploratory analyses. Alternative models 
representing different conceptualizations of the factor structure were also evaluated for 
comparison purposes. Figures 1-3 show the three models that were tested: one factor, 
five factor correlated, and five factor uncorrelated. 
Several indices of overall model fit were computed and compared, as there is 
currently no clear agreement on a single optimal test (Maruyama, 1998). Three absolute 
overall fit indices, the maximum likelihood chi-squared test, the chi-squared to degrees of 
freedom ratio, and the average absolute standardized residual (AASR), were examined 
for each model. Absolute indices seek to determine whether the unexplained, or residual, 
variance remaining after model fitting is significant. In confirmatory factor analysis, an 
ideal chi-squared value has a non-significant probability value, which indicates that the 
matrix of residuals generated by the model are not significantly different than zero. 
Unlike the chi-squared test, the chi-squared to degrees of freedom ratio allows for the 
comparison of alternative models by controlling for the differences in the number of their 
parameters . A model is considered to empirically "fit" the data when the chi-squared to 
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degrees of freedom ratio is less than 2.0. Both of these indices have the limitation that 
they are a direct function of sample size. The AASR is a measure of the difference 
between the predicted and observed matrices; a value of .06 or less is generally 
considered an acceptable measure of fit. 
The Comparative Fit Index (CFI; Bentler, 1990), which is a relative index, was 
also calculated for each model. Relative indices seek to understand how well a model 
explains the observed data when compared with the worst fitting, or null model, which 
assumes that there are no common factors and that sampling error alone explains the 
covariances among the items. All relative indices range from zero to one, with higher 
values indicating better fit. 
The five factor correlated model had adequate, although not ideal, overall fit; chi-
squared (242, N = 115) = 529.95; CFI = .805; AASR = .071; chi-squared/ df = 2.19. 
Neither the five factor uncorrelated model nor the one factor model had adequate fit of 
the data. 
Another criterion used to determine model fit was the significance of individual 
parameters. Each factor loading between an observed variable and its underlying 
construct was examined. Ideally, each of these hypothesized parameters would be 
significant. This type of evaluation is very different from assessing overall fit. For 
example, it is possible for a good fitting model to have insignificant parameters in places 
where significance was expected, and it is also possible to find strong relationships 
between variables in a poorly fitting model (Maruyama, 1998). Each parameter of the 
five factor correlated model was significant (see Table 4). 
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In addition to overall fit indices and individual parameter significance, the five 
factor correlated model and the five factor uncorrelated model were also directly 
compared to one another using the chi-squared test of differences. This test can only be 
used when models are equivalent except for a subset of parameters that are free in one 
and fixed in another (they are "nested"). The two models tested here fit this criterion-
they are equivalent except for the regression coefficients between the factors , which are 
free in the correlated model and set to zero in the uncorrelated model. Results shown that 
these parameters were significantly adding to model fit; chi-squared difference (df = 10) 
= 111.85, Q < .001. Table 5 shows these results. 
Construct Validity. 
The self-efficacy sub-scales were then examined for construct validity by 
examining their relationship with various other measures included in the questionnaire 
packet. Following the reasoning described in the hypotheses, a series of plausible 
relationships were explored. 
The continuous variables were analyzed using Pearson-R correlations, which are 
shown in Table 5. The categorical variables were analyzed using one-way analyses of 
variance, and are shown in Table 6. 
Vocational Self-Efficacy 
Pearson-r correlations show that the vocational self-efficacy sub-scale was 
significantly positively correlated with the number of years spent in school , r (111) = .27, 
Q = .004 and with the number of years before arrest that they were employed. r (106) = 
.33, 12 = .001). An ANOV A revealed that those participants who had trained for a 
specific job at some point in their lives had significantly higher vocational self-efficacy 
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scores (M = 3.82, SD= .86) than those who did not (M = 3.44, SD= .98), E (1, 109) = 
4.95, p = .028. However, the Vocation/ Education factor of the Stress Scale was not 
significantly correlated with this self-efficacy sub-scale, I (105) = .165, p = ns. 
Substance Abuse Treatment Self-Efficacy 
The alcohol use sub-scale of the Alcohol and Drug Use questionnaire was 
significantly negatively correlated with Substance Abuse Treatment Self-Efficacy, I (102) 
= -.211, p = .034. The Drug Use factor achieved borderline significance, L(92) = -.201, p 
= .055. 
Relationship Self-Efficacy 
Self-Efficacy for Relationship Issues had a significant negative correlation with 
both Physical/ Severe Abuse, I (93) = -.259, p = .012, and Psychological/ Emotional 
Abuse, I (116) = -.210, p = .024. The Housing/ Basic Needs Factor of the Stress Scale 
achieved borderline significance with this factor, r (116) = -.181, p = .052. However, 
women who had a husband or regular partner (M = 3.91, SD= .81) scored no differently 
on this factor than women who did not (M = 3.62, SD= 1.02), E (1, 114) = 2.99, p = ns. 
Parole Issues Self-Efficacy 
Women who were in prison for the first time had significantly lower scores on the 
parole issues sub-scale (M = 4.32, SD= .80) than women who had been incarcerated 
previously (M = 4.65, SD= .58), E (1, 111) = 6.10, p = .015. There was a significant 
positive relationship between the length of sentence and confidence in parole issues, I 
(110) = .196, p = .041. Age of first arrest was not significantly correlated with self-
efficacy for parole issues, r (94) = .157, I!= ns. 
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Parenting Self-Efficacy 
Women whose children were living with them prior to their arrest had 
significantly higher self-efficacy scores on the parenting sub-scale (M = 4.82, SD= .32) 
than those whose children were not living with them (M = 4.39, SD= .72), I: (1, 76) = 
10.20, Q = .002. However, there was no relationship between the Parenting Stress Factor 
and the Parenting Self-Efficacy Factor, r (77) = -.06, Q = ns. 
Discussion 
The Self-Efficacy for Incarcerated Women Scale yielded five coherent, 
interpretable sub-scales that represent domains of critical importance for incarcerated 
women. The findings are promising and suggest that this scale can be used in future 
studies as a way to measure self-efficacy in this population. 
There was strong support for conceptualizing the first factor as vocational self-
efficacy. Each of the items included in this sub-scale is measuring one aspect of gaining 
or keeping employment. In addition, this factor was related to previous employment, 
education, and job training. 
The second factor is slightly more difficult to interpret, but there seems to be 
empirical support for conceptualizing it as substance abuse treatment self-efficacy. Some 
of the items that make up this factor are directly related to getting and staying in 
treatment, while others are measuring different skills that are helpful when trying to get 
or remain sober, such as making friends who do not have bad habits and knowing things 
that are temptations. This factor's negative correlation with both alcohol and drug use 
adds additional support for this interpretation. 
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It is interesting to note the items that contribute to the Relationship factor. At first 
glance, it appears that these items do not relate to each other in a meaningful way. 
However, we believe that, for these women, having a house to live in and having money 
to pay bills are experienced as aspects of a successful relationship. Support for this 
reasoning can be seen in the fact that this factor was marginally correlated with the scale 
that measured stress regarding housing and basic needs. 
The fourth factor is clearly measuring release issues. Each of the four items that 
make up this factor is directly related to one aspect of the release process. The interesting 
result of this factor was that its relationship to background variables did not tum out as 
hypothesized. It turned out that women who had more time left in their current sentence 
and women who had been incarcerated previously had higher scores on this sub-scale. 
One possible explanation for the first result is that women who are not very close to their 
release date may have a strong belief that they can make the changes in their life 
necessary to remain out of prison. However, as their release date approaches they begin 
worrying about just how they will make these changes, and their confidence decreases. It 
is possible that the second result can be explained by thinking of the women with 
previous incarcerations as having had more opportunity to "learn their lesson" or to 
rehabilitate inside the prison. Further research is needed to investigate the plausibility of 
these explanations. 
The four items contained within the final factor are clearly all aspects of 
parenting. Women whose children were living with them prior to their arrest had higher 
scores on this sub-scale , offering additional support of this conceptualization. 
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There is certainly room for additional psychometric study of the SIW. For 
example, a major limitation of this research was its small sample size. Future research 
conducted on a larger sample could offer stronger support for this factor structure. In 
addition, the generalizability of this study may be limited due to the fact that data was 
collected at a single site in Rhode Island. However, the demographics of our sample are 
not out of line with those for other similar settings . 
Another limitation to this study is the fact that many women whose data were 
used during the first, or exploratory, phase of study were also used in the second, or 
confirmatory phase . Ideally, these two samples should have been completely separate. 
In addition, there are limitations to using self-report data with incarcerated 
populations. For example, it is likely that a positive response bias existed in the data. 
Although the women were informed that their responses were to be kept confidential, the 
nature of the prison environment makes it possible the women did not believe that this 
was true. It is possible that the women believed their responses would affect the 
treatment they received in prison, or even the length of their sentence. However, there 
was still enough variability in the responses to generate interpretable factors and 
correlations with other variables. 
Future research is needed to investigate the relationship between these self-
efficacy sub-scales and outcome variables such as recidivism and adjustment variables 
after release (such as holding down a job or staying sober). The SIW also has the 
potential to be used to measure any immediate effects of programs offered within the 
prison, such as parenting classes or vocational readiness interventions. The most useful 
potential application of this scale will be its ability to be predictive of successful 
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outcomes. Ideally, programs for incarcerated women should be implemented which 
address the domains measured by the SIW Scale, and these programs will increase self-
efficacy. This increased self-efficacy, in tum, will lead to the successful adjustment of 
these women into the community upon release. 
20 
Table 1 
Principal Components Analysis with Promax Rotation and Coefficient Alphas 
Factor and Item 
Factor I: Vocational (alpha= .89) 
7. Keep a job for at least a year 
5. Follow work rules (such as showing up on time every day) 
6. Deal with work stress 
4. Do well on a job interview 
17. Deal with a boss who is hard on me 
1. Find a good job that is legal 
Factor 2: Substance Abuse Treatment (alpha= .87) 
13. Get help for an alcohol or drug problem if I have one 
16. Make new friends who don't have bad habits 
14. Stay in treatment long enough to be helped if needed 
15. Know the things that are triggers (temptations) for me 
20. Ask friends for help when I need it 
Factor 3: Relationship (alpha= .84) 
30. Get what I need from a relationship 
10. Afford a decent place to live 
31. Keep from being hurt in a relationship 
9. Pay my bills on time 
11. Live in the same place for at least a year 
Factor 4: Release Issues (alpha= .86) 
47 . See my parole or probation officer when I am supposed to 
49. Follow my discharge plan 
50. Stay out of jail 
48. See my discharge planner when I am supposed to 
Factor 5: Parenting (alpha= .85) 
27 . Avoid taking my frustrations out on my children 
26 . Listen to my children's concerns, worries, needs 
25. Make good rules for my kids and stick to them 
38. Have my children well looked after 
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Loading 
.89 
.86 
.82 
.77 
.74 
.72 
.88 
.85 
.85 
.84 
.60 
.83 
.81 
.77 
.73 
.72 
.89 
.82 
.78 
.74 
.88 
.85 
.81 
.73 
Tab!e .2 
Intercorrelations Between the Five Components of the Self-Efficacy Among Incarcerated 
Women Scale 
Factor 1 2 · 3 4 5 
l. Vocational .509** .489** .586** .342** 
2. Treatment .611 ** .565** .329** 
3. Relationship .481 ** .309** 
4. Release Issues .524** 
5. Parenting 
Note. All coefficients are significant at._2 < .01. 
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Table 3 
Standardized Solutions by Confirmatory Factor Analysis for the Five Factor Correlated 
Model 
Factor and Item 
Factor 1: Vocational 
Follow work rules 
Deal with work stress 
Do well on a job interview 
Keep a job for at least a year 
Deal with a boss who is hard on me 
Find a good job that is legal 
Factor 2: Substance Abuse Treatment 
Get help for an alcohol or drug problem if I have one 
Stay in treatment long enough to be helped if needed 
Know the things that are triggers (temptations) for me 
Make new friends who don't have bad habits 
Ask friends for help when I need it 
Factor 3: Relationship 
Pay my bills on time 
Live in the same place for at least a year 
Afford a decent place to live 
Keep from being hurt in a relationship 
Get what I need from a relationship 
Factor 4: Release Issues 
Follow my discharge plan 
See my discharge planner when I am supposed to 
Stay out of jail 
See my parole or probation officer when I am supposed to 
Factor 5: Parenting 
Make good rules for my kids and stick to them 
Listen to my children's concerns, worries, needs 
A void taking my frustrations out on my children 
Have my children well looked after 
Note. **12 < .01. **12 < .001. 
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Loading 
.86*** 
.80*** 
.76*** 
.74*** 
.73*** 
.71 *** 
.88*** 
.82*** 
.64*** 
.46*** 
.31 ** 
.67*** 
.66*** 
.60*** 
.45*** 
.42*** 
.73*** 
.60*** 
.56*** 
.52*** 
.95*** 
.94*** 
.92*** 
.84*** 
Table 4 
Goodness-of-Fit Indices of Three SIW Models (N=l 15) 
Model df chi-sq CFI AASR 
Single factor 252 1229.52 .338 .113 
Five factor uncorrelated 252 641.8 .736 .162 
Five factor correlated 242 529.95 .805 .071 
Chi-squared difference (df=lO) = 111.85, p<.001 
Note: CFI = comparative fit index; AASR = average absolute standardized residuals 
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Table 5 
Correlations of Components of SIW Scale With Various Other Measures 
Measure Vocation Treatment Relationship Release Parenting 
STRS: Vocation .165 .108 -.002 .143 -.107 
Education .269** -.057 -.025 .006 .097 
Job .331** .065 .110 .262** .345** 
ADU: Alcohol -.211 * -.211* -.204* -.266** -.217 
ADU: Drug -.231 * -.201 -.286** -.263** -.170 
PRT: Emotional -.120 -.040 -.210* -.156 -.165 
PRT : Physical -.121 -.104 -.259* -.224* -.181 
STRS : Housing -.087 -.069 -.181 -.094 -.060 
Sentence Length .075 .134 .100 .196* .355** 
Age of Arrest .094 .074 .187 .157 .169 
STRS: Parenting .023 .018 .036 .081 -.084 
Note . Boldface indicates correlations used for construct validity purposes. STRS = 
Stress Scale; ADU= Alcohol and Drug Use Scale; PRT = Current or Recent Partner 
Experiences; Education= Length of time in school; Sentence Length= length of 
current sentence; Age of Arrest= Age of first arrest; Job = How long have you held a 
steady job. 
*Q < .05. **Q < .01. 
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Table 6 
Means, Standard Deviations, and One-Way Analyses of Variance (ANOV A) for Effects 
of Various Background Variables on the Components of the SIW Scale 
YES NO ANOVA 
Variable M SD M SD df F 
TRAIN 
Vocational 3.82 .86 3.44 .98 1, 109 4.95* 
Treatment 3.92 .95 3.87 .90 1, 100 .099 
Relationship 3.88 .86 3.73 .94 1, 114 .782 
Release 4.51 .66 4.46 .78 1, 113 .124 
Parenting 4.60 .63 4.55 .60 1, 77 .197 
PARTNER 
Vocational 3.80 .88 3.37 .98 1,109 5.84* 
Treatment 3.94 .92 3.82 .94 1, 100 .459 
Relationship 3.91 .81 3.62 1.02 1, 114 2.99 
Release 4.57 .61 4.35 .86 1, 113 2.44 
Parenting 4.66 .54 4.44 .71 1, 77 2.31 
FIRST 
Vocational 3.73 .88 3.58 .98 1, 107 .675 
Treatment 3.81 .99 3.91 .88 1,98 .283 
Relationship 3.91 .85 3.67 .93 1, 112 2.19 
Release 4.32 .80 4.65 .58 1, 111 6.10* 
Parenting 4.63 .47 4.51 .73 1, 75 .789 
CHILD 
Vocational 3.80 .92 3.38 1.00 1, 85 3.87 
Treatment 4.05 1.01 3.81 .90 1, 81 1.3 
Relationship 4.04 .84 3.70 .84 1, 91 3.64 
Release 4.63 .55 4.34 .69 1, 90 3.39 
Parenting 4.82 .32 4.39 .72 1, 76 10.20** 
Note. Boldface indicates ANOV As used for construct validity purposes. TRAIN = 
Did you ever train for a specific job?; PARTNER = Do you have a husband or 
regular partner?; FIRST= Is this the first time you have gone to prison?; CHil..1) 
= In the month before you were arrested, were any of your children living with 
you? *p < .05. **p < .01. 
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Figure 1. One factor model 
Kee a · ob for at least a ear 
Follow work rules (such as showing up on time every day) 
Deal with work stress 
Deal with a boss who is hard on me 
Do well on a job interview 
Find a ood · ob that is le 1 
Get help for an alcohol or drug problem if I have one 
Stay in treatment long enough to be helped if needed 
Make new fiiends who don' t have bad habits 
Know the things that. are triggers (temptations) for me 
Self-Efficacy 
Ke 
See my parole or probation officer when I 
Have m children well looked after 
Make good rules for my kids and stick to them 
*y < .05. **y < .01. *** y < .001. 
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Figure 2. Five factor uncorrelated model 
Keep a job for at least a vear 
Follow work rules (such as showing up on time everv dav) 
Deal with work stress .80"' 
.72~ ' 
Deal with a boss who is hard on me _
77 
... 
"-======::::: fxl~:: we::::1:::1 ::::on:a::j::o:::b:::in=te::r.::::'i::::ew:::::=====~ ! .., __ .N.:::-----,- • . I .7 uo 
Find a good job that is legal ! 
Get help for an alcohol or drug problem ifl have one 
Know the things that are triggers (temptations) for me 
Ask friends for help when I need it 
Get what T need from a relation,hip 
Afford a decent place to live 
Keep from being hu1t (physicallv or otherwise} in a relati.on,hip 
Live in the same place for at least a year 
Pay mv bills on time 
See my parole or probation officer when I an1 supposed to 
Stay out of jail 
.74"' 
.33" 
.7o" · 
.64 ... 
.40' " 
.81*' ' 
Follow my discha11!e nlaa ::=====:::====:::::::::===~=-====:::=~·=======:::::======::: '-__ ]..74£·:" ________ , See my discharge planner when I am supposed to ~ 
.92"' ' 
Avoid taking my frustrations out on mv children 
.94 ... 
Listen to my children's concem,. \V01ries. needs 
.85' " 
Abuse 
:=======;::;::=::::H: ave:::m::y ::ch:;:il: :dre:::::::n::;:w~l: l loo k ;:'ed : :afi~t=er=========::: 4--- :2·9)r·•::" ________ .--.._ ~--~ 
Make good rules for my kids aad stick to them 
*n < .os. **n < .01. *** n < .001. 
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Figure 3. Five factor correlated model 
Keep a job for at least a year 
IRal with a boss who is hard on rre 
Lo well on a job interview 
Fmd a !!OOd job that is legal 
Get help for an alcdlOl or drug problem if I have one 
Stay in treat1rent long eoough to be heltm if needed 
Mike new friends whockm't have bad habits 
Know tl"X'! things that are triggers (terrrtation~) for n"X'! 
.3l .. 
Ask friends for help \',hen I need it 
Get \\.fiat I need from a relationship 
.... , .=::=========Affi::::o:::rd::::::a'.:dece:'.:::nt:::::Rl:::ace==to:::::liv::::e::::==========:..., "'====~~~== =======;:: ~ .45'tt Keep from being hurt (physically or ct:herwise) ina relationship h S'" 
:========::::u::·v=e::::in:::the::~::sarre::::::~p=lace'.:·=ti=01· a::t :leru:::s:::t : a y::ear::: ::=======: ___ .§_6'f[. . :_ _______ -,,_ 
Pew mv bills on tirre 
.52'" 
See my rorole or probation officer \men I am supoosed to 
Stay out of jail .?r 
::=====::;:;====:;;:::::Fo;::::::llo=\=V '. ITT)''.:'.:::::discl:::::::l:;:arge::::::;pl:::. ::an'. ====: ;:=====~ __ _....;·~(JJ'r:_"::_ ______ _ 
.__ __ .;:;.See=-:!IJY=...;di=sc=harc=,ge=-<p=lan=:c:ner:;:;....;..w.:.che:.ccn'-"l-"am=s-"'upp:,=sed=.c.:to'--_ __,j ~ 
Avoid taking my frustrations out on my children 
Listen to my children's concerns. wo1ries. needs 
:==========Ha~:::v:'.:e::my::::::c:::hi~ldre:::::n:::w::::e::ll::loo::::ked:::::aft:::er:::=========: ___ -:39:S'r'.":_ _______ .,, ~--~ 
Mike good ntles for my kid~ and stick to them 
*R < .05. **R < .01. ***R < .001. 
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Appendix A 
Confidence In Skills 
When you complete your prison stay you will move back into the community. We would 
like to know how confident you feel right now that you can handle the challenges you 
will face after you're released . CIRCLE the answer closest to your true feelings. 
How SURE are you that you can: 
1. Find a good job that is legal. Not at all Not Very Medium Very Extremely 
Sure Sure Sure Sure Sure 
2. Go further with my education if I Not at all Not Very Medium Very Extremely 
want to. Sure Sure Sure Sure Sure 
3. Get job training if I want to. Not at all Not Very Medium Very Extremely 
Sure Sure Sure Sure Sure 
4. Do well on a job interview. Not at all Not Very Medium Very Extremely 
Sure Sure Sure Sure Sure 
5. Follow work rules (such as Not at all Not Very Medium Very Extremely 
showing up on time every day) . Sure Sure Sure Sure Sure 
6. Deal with work stress . Not at all Not Very Medium Very Extremely 
Sure Sure Sure Sure Sure 
7. Keep a job for at least a year. Not at all Not Very Medium Very Extremely 
Sure Sure Sure Sure Sure 
8. Plan a daily schedule and stick to it. Not at all Not Very Medium Very Extremely 
Sure Sure Sure Sure Sure 
9. Pay my bills on time . Not at all Not Very Medium Very Extremely 
Sure Sure Sure Sure Sure 
10. Afford a decent place to live. Not at all Not Very Medium Very Extremely 
Sure Sure Sure Sure Sure 
11. Live in the same place for at Not at all Not Very Medium Very Extremel y 
least a year . Sure Sure Sure Sure Sure 
12. Stay out of trouble with drugs Not at all Not Very Medium Very Extremel y 
and alcohol. Sure Sure Sure Sure Sure 
13. Get help for an alcohol or drug Not at all Not Very Medium Very Extremely 
problem if I have one. Sure Sure Sure Sure Sure 
14. Stay in treatment long enough Not at all Not Very Medium Very Extremel y 
to be helped if needed. Sure Sure Sure Sure Sure 
15. Know the things that are Not at all Not Very Medium Very Extremely 
tri!!!!ers (temptations) for me. Sure Sure Sure Sure Sure 
16. Make new friends who don't Not at all Not Very Medium Ver y Extremel y 
have bad habits . Sure Sure Sure Sure Sure 
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17. Deal with a boss who is hard on me. Not at all Not Very Medium Very Extremely 
Sure Sure Sure Sure Sure 
18. Get along with members of my Not at all Not Very Medium Very Extremely 
close famil v. Sure Sure Sure Sure Sure 
19. Avoid bad relationships. Not at all Not Very Medium Very Extremely 
Sure Sure Sure Sure Sure 
20. Ask friends for help when I need it. Not at all Not Very Medi um Very Extremely 
Sure Sure Sure Sure Sure 
21. Be a good friend to others when Not at all Not Very Medium Very Extremely 
they need it. Sure Sure Sure Sure Sure 
22. Feel good about myself. Not at all Not Very Medium Very Extremely 
Sure Sure Sure Sure Sure 
23. Feel hopeful that things will Not at all Not Very Medium Very Extremely 
reallv get better for me. Sure Sure Sure Sure Sure 
24. Tell friends when I want to be Not at all Not Very Medium Very Extremely 
Left alone. Sure Sure Sure Sure Sure 
25. Make good rules for my kids Not at all Not Very Medium Very Extremely 
And stick to them. Sure Sure Sure Sure Sure 
I no children ( ) 
26. Listen to my children's Not at all Not Very Medium Very Extremely 
Concerns, worries, needs. Sure Sure Sure Sure Sure 
I no children ( ) 
27. A void taking my frustrations Not at all Not Very Medium Very Extremely 
Out on my children. Sure Sure Sure Sure Sure 
/ no children ( ) 
28. Go for help if I need it, like Not at all Not Very Medium Very Extremely 
For counseling . Sure Sure Sure Sure Sure 
29. Tell my partner how I feel. Not at all Not Very Medium Very Extremely 
/ no partner ( ) Sure Sure Sure Sure Sure 
30. Get what I need from a Not at all Not Very Medium Very Extremely 
Relationship. Sure Sure Sure Sure Sure 
31. Keep from being hurt Not at all Not Very Medium Very Extremely 
(physically or otherwise) in a Sure Sure Sure Sure Sure 
relationship. 
32. Stay away from things that are Not at all Not Very Medium Very Extremely 
Bad for me, like dirtv needles. Sure Sure Sure Sure Sure 
33. Use condoms or latex barriers Not at all Not Very Medium Very Extremely 
During sex. Sure Sure Sure Sure Sure 
34. Say no to sex I don't want. Not at all Not Very Medium Very Extremely 
Sure Sure Sure Sure Sure 
35. Get the medical care I need . Not at all Not Very Medium Very Extremely 
Sure Sure Sure Sure Sure 
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36. Get the social services I need. Not at all Not Very Medium Very Extremely 
Sure Sure Sure Sure Sure 
37. Fill out the forms to get help Not at all Not Very Medium Very Extremely 
I need. Sure Sure Sure Sure Sure 
38. Have my children well looked Not at all Not Very Medium Very Extremely 
After. Sure Sure Sure Sure Sure 
/ no children ( ) 
39. Take control of my life. Not at all Not Very Medium Very Extremely 
Sure Sure Sure Sure Sure 
40 . A void bad thoughts about Not at all Not Very Medium Very Extremely 
Mvself. Sure Sure Sure Sure Sure 
41. Avoid going to places where I Not at all Not Very Medium Very Extremely 
Might get into trouble . Sure Sure Sure Sure Sure 
42. Resist the triggers or Not at all Not Very Medium Very Extremely 
Temptations in my life. Sure Sure Sure Sure Sure 
43. Face my prob lems instead of Not at all Not Very Medium Very Extremely 
A voiding them. Sure Sure Sure Sure Sure 
44. Accept my feelings as part of me. Not at all Not Very Medium Very Extremely 
Sure Sure Sure Sure Sure 
45. Control my feelings so they don' t Not at all Not Very Medium Very Extremely 
overpower me. Sure Sure Sure Sure Sure 
46. Control my behavior so I don ' t hurt Not at all Not Very Medium Very Extremely 
anyone . Sure Sure Sure Sure Sure 
47. See my parole or probation officer Not at all Not Very Medium Very Extremely 
when I am suooosed to. Sure Sure Sure Sure Sure 
48. See my discharge planner when I am Not at all Not Very Medium Very Extremely 
sunnosed to. Sure Sure Sure Sure Sure 
49. Follow my dischar ge plan. Not at all Not Very Medium Very Extremely 
Sure Sure Sure Sure Sure 
50. Stay out of jail. Not at all Not Very Medium Very Extremely 
Sure Sure Sure Sure Sure 
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Appendix B 
Background 
Do you have a husband or a regular partner? 
In the month before you were arrested, were any of 
your children living with you? 
How long have you gone to school? 
Did you ever train for a specific job or kind of work? 
In the last five years before you were arrested, 
how much did you hold a steady job? 
Is this the first time you have been sentenced for 
a crime or have gone to prison? 
How old were you the first time you were 
arrested? 
How much longer do you expect to be here 
for this sentence? 
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No_ Yes_ 
No_ Yes_ 
Did not finish sth grade_ 
Some high school_ 
High school graduate or GED_ 
Some college work_ 
Graduated from college_ 
No_ Yes_ 
almost all or all five years_ 
3 or4 years_ 
1 or 2 years_ 
less than 1 year_ 
I didn't have a job at all_ 
No_ Yes_ 
__ years 
less than 2 months_ 
3-6 months_ 
6 months to a year_ 
more than a year_ 
Appendix C 
Preliminary Principal Components Analysis for Stress Scale 
Factor and Item 
Factor I: Parenting 
My child's health or well-being 
My child's safety 
A relative or close friend's safety or health 
My relationship with my child 
Factor 2: Housing/ Basic Needs 
Having a place to stay at night 
Not having a place of my own 
Where to get my next meal 
Having to move 
Needing money 
Factor 3: Personal/ Internal 
Losing hope in the future 
Losing my faith 
Being thought of as a bad person 
Being involved in illegal activities 
Fear of getting AIDS or problems with HIV 
Factor 4: Education/Vocation 
Losing a job or leaving school 
Finding a job or starting school 
Problems at my job or school 
Getting along with a relative or close friend 
Factor 5: Relationship 
My relationship with my partner 
My partner's use of alcohol or drugs 
My partner's safety or health 
Factor 6: Personal Well-Being 
My health or well-being 
My safety 
My use of alcohol or drugs 
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Loading 
.93 
.93 
.62 
.59 
.81 
.77 
.66 
.64 
.54 
.82 
.82 
.70 
.61 
.41 
.87 
.78 
.68 
.43 
.78 
.74 
.72 
.76 
.73 
.47 
Appendix D 
Preliminary Principle Components Analysis for Alcohol and Drug Use Scale 
Factor and Item 
Factor I: Drug Use 
During the last month you used drugs, how often did you shoot 
drugs with a needle that had already been used by someone else? 
In the month before you were arrested, how often did you use 
drugs? 
At the time in your life when you used drugs the most, how often 
did you use them? 
During the last month you used drugs , did your main partner use 
them with you? 
Factor 2: Teenage Substance Use 
How old were you when you first used any of these drugs? 
During your teen years (before age 18), how often did you use 
drugs? 
During your teen years (before age 18), how often did you have 
a drink of beer, wine, or liquor? 
How old were you when you first used alcohol (other than just 
tasting it)? 
Factor 3: Alcohol Use 
Loading 
.82 
.79 
.75 
.51 
.80 
.78 
.69 
.42 
In the month before you were arrested, how often did you have .87 
a drink of beer, wine, or liquor? 
At the time in your life when you drank the most , how often did .70 
you have a drink of beer, wine, or liquor? 
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Appendix E 
Preliminary Principal Components Analysis for Current or Recent Partner Experiences 
Scale 
Factor and Item 
Factor 1: Physical/ Severe Abuse 
Shove, slap, kick , hit , or bite you 
Make you feel afraid 
Force you to have sex against your will 
Use alcohol or drugs and get aggressive 
Destroy your property or special items 
Control money or make you account for what you spend 
Humiliate you in front of other people 
Threaten to hurt your children 
Factor 2: Psychological/ Emotional Abuse 
Keep track of how you spend your time 
Accuse you of being unfaithful 
Discourage you from seeing family or friends 
Criticize you for little things 
Prevent you from going to work or school 
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Loading 
.81 
.78 
.73 
.71 
.64 
.61 
.61 
.55 
.79 
.73 
.69 
.69 
.65 
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